The paper describes a new methodology for organizational analysis, multiple paradigm research. A case study is presented which uses the Burrell and Morgan (1979) model as the framework for producing four accounts of work behaviour in the British Fire Service. Details of these accounts &mdash; functionalist, interpretive, radical humanist and radical structuralist &mdash; are presented, and the findings compared. Some problems associated with the method are discussed.
Introduction
The aim of this paper is to describe a multiple paradigm study of a work organization and in so doing to develop a new methodology for social science.
The paper outlines a research programme in which the multiple paradigm model of Burrell and Morgan (1979) is used to conduct an empirical analysis of work behaviour in the British Fire Service. Insight into the organization is gained through using the four Burrell and Morgan paradigms as empirical frames of reference. Results are obtained through using a theory and methodology from each paradigm as the basis for research. Details of the fieldwork are given, research findings are presented and the validity of the method is discussed.
Multiple Paradigm Research
The Burrell and Morgan Model Of the many models which have attempted to define paradigms in social. and organizational theory, the one developed by Burrell and Morgan (1979) has attracted the most attention (Louis 1983; White 1983; Morgan 1990 ). Burrell and Morgan define four paradigms for organizational analysis by intersecting subject-object debates in the 'theory of social science' with consensus-conflict debates in the 'theory of society'. The four paradigms produced are the functionalist, the interpretive, the radical humanist, and the radical structuralist (see Figure 1 ). The authors chart paradigms for organizational analysis by developing a framework Theory (Burrell and Morgan 1979) which also takes into account major theoretical positions in economics, philosophy, politics, psychology and sociology. Burrell and Morgan dissect social science by reference to the. philosopher's tool-kit of ontology and epistemology. They concentrate upon the metatheoretical assumptions which underpin theoretical statements. Having identified such assumptions, they plot various theoretical positions on their four paradigm model. For analyzing social science they suggest that it is useful to conceptualize 'four sets of assumptions related to ontology, epistemology, human nature and methodology ' (1979: 1; see Figure 2 ). They suggest that all social scientists, implicitly or explicitly, approach their disciplines via assumptions about the nature of the social world and how it should be researched. Assumptions are made about: 'the very essence of the phenomena under study' (ontology), 'the grounds of knowledge' (epistemology), 'the relationships between human beings' (human nature), and 'the way in which one attempts to investigate and obtain &dquo;knowledge&dquo; about the &dquo;real world&dquo; ' (methodology). (Burrell and Morgan 1979) For assumptions about society, Burrell and Morgan draw upon attempts by earlier social theorists (e.g. Lockwood 1956 ; Dahrendorf 1959) to distinguish between 'the approaches of sociology which concentrate on explaining the nature of social order and equilibrium ... and those ... concerned with the problems of change, conflict and coercion ' (1979: 10) .
However, instead of invoking the usual nomenclature of order-conflict or consensus-conflict debates, Burrell and Morgan talk of differences between the 'sociology of regulation' and the 'sociology of radical change'. By polarizing these dimensions, the 'conservative' functionalist and interpretive paradigms are contrasted with the 'radical' humanist and structuralist paradigms. Conversely, with regard to the nature of social science, the functionalist and radical structuralist paradigms, which adopt . an 'objectivist' and 'scientific' stance, are contrasted with the 'subjectivist' emphases of the interpretive and radical humanist paradigms. In presenting the model, the authors argue that these paradigms should be considered 'contiguous but separate -contiguous because of the shared characteristics, but separate because the differentiation is ... of sufficient importance to warrant treatment of the paradigms as four distinct entities ' (1979: 23) . As such, the four paradigms 'define fundamentally different perspectives for the analysis of social phenomena. They approach this endeavour from contrasting standpoints and generate quite different concepts and analytical tools ' (1979: 23) .
The Four Paradigms
The four paradigms can be described as follows: The functionalist paradigm rests upon the premises that society has a real, concrete existence and a systematic character and is directed toward the production of order and regulation. The social science enterprise is believed to be objective and value free. The paradigm advocates a research process in which the scientist is distanced from the subject matter by the rigour of the scientific method. The paradigm possesses a pragmatic orientation; it is concerned with analyzing society in a way which produces useful knowledge. In the interpretive paradigm, the social world possesses'a 'precarious ontological status'. From this perspective, social reality, although possessing order and regulation, does not possess an external concrete form. Instead it is the product of intersubjective experience. For the interpretive analyst, the social world is best understood from the viewpoint of the participant-in-action. The interpretive researcher seeks to deconstruct the phenomenological processes through which shared realities are created, sustained and changed. Researchers in this paradigm consider attempts to develop a purely 'objective' social science as specious. The radical humanist paradigm shares with the interpretive paradigm the assumption that everday reality is socially constructed. However, for the radical humanist, this social construction is tied to a 'pathology of consciousness', a situation in which actors find themselves the prisoners of the (social) world they create. The radical humanist critique highlights the alienating modes of thought which characterize life in modern industrial societies. Capitalism, in particular, is subject to attack in the humanist's concern to link thought and action as a means of transcending alienation.
Finally, in the radical structuralist paradigm, we also find a radical social critique, yet one at odds with that of the radical humanist paradigm in being tied to a materialist conception of the social world. In this paradigm, social reality is considered a 'fact'. It possesses a hard external existence of its own and takes a form which is independent of the way it is socially constructed. In this paradigm, the social world is characterized by intrinsic tensions and contradictions. These forces serve to bring about radical change in the social system as a whole. Donaldson 1985; Reed 1985) . By far the majority of work cited in the functionalist paradigm falls under this heading. This is material taught on organizational behaviour courses in business schools and university management departments. it encompasses classical management theory, human relations psychology, socio-technical systems analysis, and contingency theories of organization structure. The aim is to define law-like relationships between, for example, organization structure, work motivation, and industrial performance. As an agreement was reached with the host organization to study work motivation as part of the research, it was decided -for political as well as pragmatic reasons -to complete this as part of the functionalist investigation.
The Research
The functionalist research began with a review of the current theories and techniques available to researchers who wish to study work motivation. This review suggested that Job Characteristics Theory (Hackman and Oldham 1976) , a development of expectancy theory, was the most prominent research approach and that a questionnaire survey, the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) Oldham 1975, 1980) , was the most reliable research instrument. Consequently, the Job Characteristics approach ( Figure 3 ) was chosen as the theoretical basis for the functionalist study, with the JDS as the main data collection instrument. The research process was as follows. The aim was to assess how full-time firemen evaluate job characteristics in terms of motivational potential. Coupled to this, the host organization requested attitudinal data for three specific groups of firemen differentiated by age and length of service. The result was a design in which 110 questionnaires were distributed to firemen (i.e. those below Leading Fireman rank) meeting the following criteria: (i) men within their probationary period (i.e. with less than two years service) and who were less than 25 years old, (ii) 'qualified' firemen of less than 30 years of age and who had less than 8 years service (subjects from a 5-7 year service range were chosen), and (iii) firemen of over 35 years of age and who had at least 15 years service each. The objective was to understand the changing orientations in a fireman's career. We wished to discover how these groups of firemen differed in terms of their attitudes to the job's motivating potential. In sum, a total of 93 questionnaires were returned, this figure representing a response rate of 85 percent of the total sample.
Examples from the Data
In terms of accepted levels of statistical inference, and using the KruskalWallis test, the analysis found significant differences between scores for the three Fire Service groups on 8 of the 20 JDS scales (see Table 1 ). To interpret these results (see Table 2 ), the Fire Service scores were compared with the normative scores published by Oldham, Hackman and Stepina (1979) for a range of jobs in the United States (data for these (Husserl 1931: 108ff).
The Research
In practice, the research used the methodology developed by Silverman and Jones (1975) , in which subjects are required to explain activities in terms of how they are worked through. The fieldwork involved accompanying fireman during the working day and asking them to explain their activities before, during and after each event. The aim was to appreciate the 'stocks of knowledge' and 'recipes' Firemen employ in making sense of their work (Schutz 1967 (see Hassard 1985) . The cement which binds the analysis is a concern for the social construction of task routines and for the phenomenology of work organization.
Case Review
In the interpretive study, the form of evaluation has changed markedly from that of the functionalist paradigm. We now find explanations which, in Burrell and Morgan's terms, are nominalist, anti-positivist, voluntarist and ideographic. Whereas in the functionalist study we found an 'organized' world characterized by certainty and self-regulation, in this second study we discover a 'life-world' of social construction (Schutz 1967) . Instead of statistical correlations, we see a web of human relationships. The analysis outlines how participants create rules for 'bringingoff the daily work routine, with personal actions being indexed to a contextual system of meaning (Garfinkel 1967 (Gramsci 1977; Adler 1977 (1920) calls the 'frontier of control'. In producing this analysis, two arguments were developed. The first was that the cohesion between administrative science and capitalist ideology should be described as a symbiotic relationship (Baritz 1960, Fleron and Fleron 1972; Nord 1974; Allen 1975; Clegg and Dunkerley 1980 The research described how senior training officers were able to select materials which reinforced the logic of the authority structure. An example from the research was the synergism between Adair's (1968, 1973, 1983, 1984) In the radical humanist study, we find a different mode of explanation again. Although this paradigm, like the interpretive paradigm, views the social world from a perspective which is nominalist, anti-positivist, voluntarist and ideographic, it is committed to defining the limitations of existing social arrangements. A central notion is that human consciousness is corrupted by tacit ideological influences. The common-sense accorded to hegemonic practices such as management training is felt to drive a wedge of false-consciousness between the known self and the true self. The fieldwork for the radical humanist study shows how firemen not only create social arrangements but also how they come in turn to experience them as alien, especially in respect to the power dimension which underpins the construction process. The research notes how the hegemony of the organization is dependent upon the reproduction of social arrangments which serve to constrain human expression.
The Radical Structuralist Paradigm
Having analyzed the work organization from the functionalist, interpretive, and radical humanist paradigms, the research programme moved finally to the radical structuralist paradigm and to a study of the labour process in firefighting. For contributions to this paradigm, Burrell and (1968) Monopoly Capital and Braveman's (1974) Labor and Monopoly Capital are referenced as two important works for labour process theory. Following Braverman's (1974) seminal work, the major thrust of research in this paradigm has been a revival of labour process analysis. In the wake of Labor and Monopoly Capital we have seen a wealth of case study work linked to Braverman's original de-skilling thesis (see Zimbalist 1979; Nichols 1980; Wood 1982) . In recent years the scope of this research has widened to incorporate issues such as post-Fordism, the sexual division of labour and Capital's use of time (see Piore and Sabel 1984; Dex 1986 and Nyland 1989, respectively (Gospel and Littler 1983; Storey 1983;  Thompson 1983) .
The Research
Given these developments, a labour process study of firefighting was chosen as the research topic for the radical structuralist paradigm. The focus was placed upon the development of employment relations in British firefighting, and especially 'the struggle for a normal working day' (Marx 1867 (Blackstone 1957, Fire Brigades Union 1968) . The radical structuralist research subsequently documented changes in the duration of the working period from, the start of full-time firefighting in Britain in 1833 to the last major change in the duty system, which followed the Firemen's strike of 1977 -1978 
